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DETAILED ACTION 
DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-2, 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shapiro et 
al. (US 4,760,593, hereinafter "Shapiro") in view of Winick (US 2003/0190906 Al). 

Shapiro discloses a personal alarm system comprising: 
a base unit (subscriber station 10); 

a POTS telephone handset and telephone keypad (telephone 22 connected to subscriber 
10; Figure 1); and 

telephone circuitry operable to establish two-way telephone service over a twisted pair of 
POTS wiring (col. 5, lines 25-27). 

Shapiro differs from claim 1 in that it does not teach telephone circuitry to estabKsh two- 
way wireless telephone service and control electronics to selectively switch between POTS 
service and wireless telephone service. However, Winick teaches the desirability of providing, 
within a security control system, telephone circuitry to establish two-way wireless telephone 
service (cellular long-range RF transceiver 52; page 4, paragraphs 46) and selectively switching 
(different circumstances dictate which communications should occur and over which medium; 
paragraph 45) between POTS service (wired telephone communications via digital dialer and 
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line seizure module 5.0; paragraph 44-46) and wireless telephone service (cellular radio 
communications via transceiver 52) such that it would have been obvious to an artisan of 
ordinary skill to incorporate a second wireless two-way communication module with selective 
swtiching, as taught by Winick, within the alarm system of Shapiro so that an alarm call can be 
selectively placed over the POTS network or the cellular network. 

Regarding claim 2, in Shapiro, speakerphone 20 can be activated by a control signal 
transmitted from the central monitoring station 14 (col. 5, lines 41-54) or under the conlrol of the 
subscriber station 10 (col. 5, Hues 23-38). 

Regarding claim 5, a help button 18 is provided (col. 4, lines 24-33; col. 5, lines 13-15; 
col. 8, lines 34-40; col. 10, hues 33-40). 

3. Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shapiro in 
view of Winick, as appHed to claims 1-2 and 5 above, and further in view of Otero (US 
2003/0169852 Al). 

The combination of Shapiro and Winick differs from claims 3-4 in that it does not teach 
activating by voice command. However, Otero teaches the desirability of activating an 
emergency speakerphone by voice command (page 2, paragraph 36) such that it would have been 
obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill to incorporate such voice activation, as taught by Otero, 
within the combination of Shapiro and Winick so that a user in need of emergency and unable to 
reach the speakerphone base or unable to press the help button can place an emergency call 
simply by saying the voice command. 
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4. Claims 6 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Shapiro and Winick, as appUed to claim 1 above, in view of Schulze (US 
6,259,787), and further in view of Betcher, IH (US 6,163,249). 

The combination of Shapiro and Winick differs from claims 6 and 10 in that it does not 
teach a level sensor. However, Schulze teaches the desirability of activating an alarm call when 
a telephone device is knocked over, dropped, moved, etc. (col. 3, lines 46-64; col. 4, lines 24-43; 
col. 5, lines 34-40) so that a patient who cannot control his movements sufficiently to operate a 
telephone in the normal manner can place an emergency telephone call by merely moving, 
dropping, etc. the telephone device. However, Schulze does not detect movement by a level 
sensor. However, Betcher, HI teaches the desirability of using a level sensor (tilt actuator detects 
when an object has been repositioned; col. 3, line 62 -xol. 4, line 6) in an alert system such that 
it would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill to incorporate such a level sensor, as 
taught by Betcher, in within the combination of Shapiro, Winick, and Szhulze as altemative 
means of detection when the telephone device has been repositioned. 

5. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shapiro in 
view of Winick, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Chen (US 6,060,994). 

The combination of Shapiro and Winick differs from claims 7-9 in that it does not teach 
detecting a dead line condition of the handset and alerting the emergency service of the dead line 
condition. However, Chen teaches an alarm system which informs a remote administrant of a 
detected dead line condition of a telephone set (col. 5, line 13) such that it would have been 
obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill to incorporate such event reporting, as taught by Chen, 
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within the combination of Shapiro and Winick so that an emergency condition, such as a handset 
which remains off-hook, can be detected and reported. 

Regarding claim 9, when an emergency event is detected, a wireless telephone signal is 
estabUshed with the resident (col. 7, lines 35-38). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed January 18, 2005 have been folly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues with regard to Chen's teaching of a dead-line condition that "applicant's 
system is more practical than that suggested by the prior art." However, Chen was merely relied 
upon for its teaching of including a "dead-line condition" as one of the alarm events which 
should be reported to the monitoring center. 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-6, and 10 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stella L. Woo whose telephone number is (571) 272-7512. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Tuesday, Thursday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfol, the examiner's 
supervisor, Curtis Kuntz can be reached on (571) 272-7499. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Stella L. Woo 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2643 



